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SERMON. 
Romans 1, 18.—For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the 
truth in unrighteousness. 





Ir appears to be the principal design of the Apostle in this 
Epistle, to unfold the scheme of salvation revealed in the gospel. 
And as this scheme took its rise from the guilty and perishing state 
of mankind, so it could not be clearly unfolded, without giving a 
true description of the character and condition of both Jews and 
Gentiles by nature. This description begins with our text, and 
continues to the end of this chapter, and almost to the end of the 
next. In the words I have read, the Apostle represents the feelings 
of God towards sinners, and the ground of his feelings, He says, 
“« The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all angodliness 
and unrighteousness of men, who hold the truth in unrighteousness.” 
The sense of this passage may be comprised in this general obser- 
vation: 

That God has manifested his displeasure at the criminality of 
sinners, I shall, 

I. Shew in what the criminality of sinners essentially consists. 
And, 

II. Shew how God has manifested his displeasure against it. 

I, Let us consider in what the criminality of sinners essen- 
tially consists. According to the representation in the text, all 
their criminality is comprehended in their ungodliness and unright- 
eousness. By ungodliness, we are to understand all their evil 
exercises and conduct towards God; and by their unrighteousness, 
all their evil exercises and conduct towards men. But the question 
before us, is, in what consists the criminality of ungodliness, un- 
righteousness, or anything else in sinners? The last clause of the 
text leads us to the only proper answer to this question: “ Who 
hold the truth in unrighteousness.” The wrath of God is pointed 
against sinners, because they hold the truth in unrighteousness.— 
That is, because they oppose the truth, or feel and act contrary to 
the light, which they have in their own minds. As all duty consists 
in feeling and acting agregably to light, so all sin must consist in 
feeling and acting against light. When any moral agent freely and 
voluntarily actsup to all the light he has, he does his duty; but when 





















































410 Sermon. JUNE, 


any moral agent freely and voluntarily acts contrary to the light he 
has, he resists the light, and commits a sin. All sin, or criminality, 
consists essentially in opposing light. Upon this ground, the Apos- 
tle proves the criminality of both Jews and Gentiles. He first 
proves the Gentiles to be criminal, by shewing that they had freely 
and voluntarily opposed the light, which God had afforded them. 
Of these he is speaking in the text; and goes on to prove, that they 
held the truth in unrighteousness; ‘ Because that which may be 
known of God was manifest in them; for God had shewed it unto 
them.’ “For the invisible things of him from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are 
made, even his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are with- 
out excuse. Because that when they knew God, they glorified him 
not as God, neither were thankful, but became vain in their imag- 
inations, and their foolish heart was darkened.” After painting the 
multitude of their transgressions, he shews their aggravated guilt, 
by observing that they opposed light. “‘ Who knowing the judg- 
ment of God, that they who commit such things, are worthy of 
death, not only do the same, but have pleasure in those that do 
them.” This, he says their own consciences condemned. “For 
when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the 
things contained in the law, these having not the law, as a law unto 
themselves; which shew the work of the law written in their hearts, 
their conscience also bearing witness, and their thoughts the mean 


> 


while accusing or else excusing one another.” ‘Thus the Apostle 
shews, that the Gentiles were criminal for opposing the light of 
nature. And he next shews that the Jews were guilty for opposing 
the light of divine revelation. ‘“‘ Now we know that what things 
soever the law saith, it saith to them who are under the law: 
that every mouth may be stopped, and all the world may become 
guilty before God.” It appears from these passages, that the crim- 
inality of both Jews and Gentiles essentially consists in opposing 
light. And the Apostle lays it down asa maxim, that allsin consists 
in opposition of heart to light. “'To him that knoweth to do good, 
and doeth it not, to him it is sin.” Our Saviour also abundantly 
taught the same doctrine. He says, “ This is ‘he condemnation, 
that light is come into the world, but men loved darkness rather 
than light.” Again he says concerning the Jews, * If I had not come 
and spoken unto them, they had not had sin: but now they have no 
eloak for their sin.” This he proceeds to explain. “If! had not done 
among them the works which none other man did, they had not had 
sin: but now have they both seen and hated both me and my Fa- 
ther.” Christ here decides the point, that all criminality in 
mankind essentially consists in opposingalight. Their ungodliness 
eonsists in opposing the light they have concerning God: They 
are no farther ungodly, than they know God and hate him, and 
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refuse to obey his will. They are no farther unrighteous, than they 
know what is right towards their fellow-men, and refuse to do it. 
So that all their sins against God and man, consist in a voluntary 
opposition to the knowledge of duty, or holding the truth in un- 
righteousness. It is impossible for men to sin beyond their knowl- 
edge. » Their knowledge is always the measure of their guilt. The 
more truths they hold in unrighteousness, or the more light they 
oppose, the greater is their criminality. God is always displeased 
with them for opposing light; and this displeasure towards them is 
always in proportion to the light they oppose. It is highly displeas- 
ing to God, to see sinners freely and voluntarily act against the light 
with which he has favoured them. I now proceed, 

II. To shew how God has manifested his displeasure against the 
criminality of sinners. The text asserts that he hasdone it. “‘ The 
wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and 
unrighteousness of men, who hold the truth in unrighteousness.” 
Here I would observe, 

1. That God has manifested his displeasure against the criminal- 
ity of sinners, by every law which he has giventomankind. Every 
law of God has a precept and penalty. The precept always ex- 
presses God’s approbation of obedience, and the penalty expresses 


his disapprobation of disobedience; or his displeasure towards the 
transgressor. ‘There are tWo capital lawsin particular, which God 
has given to men, whose penalties clearly manifest his displeasure 
at sin. The law given to Adam had an awful penalty: “‘In the 


day thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die.” This death was 
eternal death, or that everlasting punishment, which is the proper 
wages of sin. And by this threatening, God revealed from heaven 
his ev erlasting wrath against every violation of his holy and right- 
eous commands. The law, likewise, given at Mount Sinai, had an 
equally solemn sanction: ‘“ Cursed be he that confirmeth not all 
the words of this law to do them. And all the people shall say, 
amen.” We may learn the import of this curse from the execution 
of it, at the last day: ‘‘ Then shall the king say to them on his left 
hand, Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared 
for the devil and his angels.” ‘These laws are a revelation from 
heaven, and clearly manifest God’s everlasting wrath against im- 
penitent sinners. 

®. God has revealed his wrath against the ungodly, by the 
preaching of Christ. He abundantly taught sinners, that God was 
displeased with them. He told them “that they were peepee 
a generation of vipers, and could not escape the damnatidn of hell, 
if they continued impenitent. He said, “Fear not them which 
kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul; but rather fear him 
who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” He said, “ He 
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life: and he that beliey- 
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eth not the Son, shall not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on 
him.” And he also said, “ Marvel not at this: for the hour is 
coming, in which all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, 
and shall come forth, they that have done good unto the resurrec- 
tion of life; and they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of 
damnation.” In ‘the parable of the sower, in the parable of the 
talents, in the parable of the ten virgins, and in the parable of the 
rich man and Lazarus, he gave most clear and striking representa- 
tions of the future wrath of God, tobe poured upon all the finally 
impenitent. And he commanded his Apostles to proclaim to all the 
guilty world, “‘ He that believeth shall be saved; but he that be- 
lieveth not shall be damned.” Among all the teachers come from 
God, none so fully revealed his wrath against sinners, as he who 
came to save them. 

$. God has revealed his wrath against this guilty world, by the 
death of Christ on the cross. His death was designed to condemn 
sin, and display the wrath of God against it. Christ was perfectly 
holy and harmless; yet it pleased the Lord to bruise him, to express 
his displeasure against those, for whom he died. God set forth his 
Son to be a propitiation for sinners, {to declare his righteousness, 
that is, his vindictive justice, or righteous wrath against them. God 
was never displeased with Christ; therefore,when he bade the sword 
of his justice awake, and slay the Son of his love on the cross, he 
gave the most solemp and awful expression of his wrath against all 
ungodliness and finrighteousness of men. Christ died, the just for 
the unjust; and his receiving a commandment from his Father to 
make his soul an offering for sin on the cross, made it apparent to 
the whole universe, that God would by no means clear the guilty, 
but] would punish the impenitent to all eternity. ‘The sufferings 
and death of Christ exhibited the most solemn and awful spectacle, 
that ever was exhibited; and all the people that came to that sight, 
to behold the death of the Lord of glory, smote their breasts in 
token of astonishment; but especially the friends of Christ were 
filled ;with the deepest anguish and sorrow of heart. This gave 
occasion for Christ to explain the great design of his death, which 
was to testify God’s wrath against sinners, and his disposition to 
display his vindictive justice towards them. Luke tells us, that 
‘‘as they led Christ away to Mount Calvary, there followed him 
a great company of people, and of women, who also bewailed and 
jamented him. But Jesus turning unto them, said, « Daughters of 
Jerusalem, weep not for me, but weep for yourselves, and for your 
children—for if they do these things in a green tree, what shall be 
done inthe dry?” When Christ was wounded for our transgressions, 
and bruised for our iniquities, he gave the most clear and awful 
display of the wrath of God against sinners; and God the Father 
sent him into the world for this very purpose, that the universe 
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might know his infinite wrath against the guilty, perishing children 
of men. I must add, 

4. That God has not only revealed his wrath against the great 
criminality of sinners, by the penalty of his laws, and the preaching 
and death of Christ; but also by all the natural evils, which he has 
brought upon his creatures, in the course of his providence. Natu- 
ral evil is the proper punishment of moral evil, or the proper 
expression of God’s wrath against those who commit sin. And 
though God might inflict natural evil upon an innocent creature, to 
answer a wise and benevolent design; vet we have no evidence, 
that God would ever have inflicted natural evil upon any created 
being, if no moral evil had ever existed. So that we may justly 
consider all the natural evil, which God has ever inflicted, as an 
expression of his displeasure against sinners. Now, if we look 
back upon the conduct of God in his governing providence, we 
shall discover innumerable marks of his displeasure against sin.— 
He has banished the fallen angels from his blessed presence, and 
bound them in chains of darkness to the judgment of the great day- 
He turned Adam and Eve out of paradise, to display his displeas- 
ure against their first transgression. He cursed the ground for 
their sakes, and subjected them and their posterity, to pain, sick- 
ness and death. He drowned the old world for their universal and 
deep declension from religion. He burnt up Sodom and Gomorrah 
for their impious vices and immoralities. He plunged Pharaoh and 
his host in the Red Sea, for their open and obstinate rebellion. He 
destroyed the Canaanites for their idolatry and flagrant immorali- 
ties. Indeed, he gave up all the heathen nations to pursue the path 
to endless destruction. And besides all these more remarkable 
expressions of his wrath, he has ever since the apostacy of man, 
caused the whole creation to groan under the weight of natural 
evils; such as wars, famines, pestilences, earthquakes, inundations, 
conflagrations, and innumerable more private and personal pains 
and distresses. By all these natural evils, from the beginning of 
the world to this day, God has revealed his wrath from heaven 
against the rebellious children of men. Every natural evil, that 
has ever been seen or felt, has been a mark of divine displeasure 
against transgressors. I[t has always been the general opinion of all 
nations, that divine judgments are marks of divine wrath. But 
we whio enjoy the word of God, are not left to mere conjecture upon 
the subject; for we are divinely informed, that all natural evils are 
expressions of the wrath of God against sinners. The inspired 
writers agree in representing all the natural evils, which God has 
inflicted upon his creatures, as expressions of his wrath, not only 


towards the sufferers, but toward all that are guilty, and deserve to 


suffer. Paul, speaking of the sins and punishment of the Israelites, 
who perished in the wilderness, makes this solemn remark: ‘“‘ Now 
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all these things happened unto them for ensamples: andthey were 
written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the world are 
come,” Peter represents the evils and miseries of Christians in this 
life, as marks of God’s displeasure against sinners, and of his fixed 
determination to punish them in the life to come; ‘‘ For the time is 
come that judgment must begin at the house of God; and if it must 
begin at us, what shall the end of them be, that obey not the gospel 
of God? And if the righteous scarcely be saved, where shall the 
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sinner andthe ungodly appear?” But this Apostle in his second 
epistle, speaks more largely upon this subject, and more fully ex- 
plains the wise and holy design of God, in the tremendous evils 
which he has brought upon his sinful creatures, These are his 
words: “If God spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them 
down to hell, and delivered them into chains of darkness, to be re- 
served unto judgment, and spared not the old world, but saved 
Noah, the eighth person, a preacher of righteousness, bringing in 
the flood upon the world of the ungodly; and turning the cities of 
Sodom and Gomorrah into ashes, condemned them with an over- 
throw, making them an ensample to those that after should live 
ungodly;—the Lord knoweth how to deliver the godly out of temp- 
tation, and to reserve the unjust unto the day of judgment, to be 
punished.”’ All the miseries of the damned, all the sufferings of 
saints and sinners in this world, and all the pains and groans of the 
lower creation, are so many manifestations of God’s infinite dis- 
pleasure towards those who hold the truth in unrighteousness. God 
is as constantly and as clearly manifesting his wrath from heaven, 
as his goodness towards this guilty world. 
HEADS OF THE IMPROVEMENT. 

1. If the criminality of sinners essentially consists in opposing 
light; then they never commit any sins of ignorance. Every sin 
they commit, they commit against light, or against the know ledge 
of their duty, in every given case. Not only when they are sensi- 
ble that they oppose hght, but when they are not sensible that they 
oppose it. Forit is one thing really to oppose light, and another, 
to. know that they have opposed it. It is true, they oppose light in a 
thousand cases, when they are not sensible, that they have opposed 
jt—but they never sin, only when they do oppose light; so that all 
their sins are sins of knowledge. 

2. If God is displeased with sinners for nothing but opposing 
light; then he will never punish them for any thing, but what they 
will know that they ought to be punished for. : 

$. If it be the character cf sinners to hold the truth in unright- 
eousness, and freely and voluntarily oppose light; then no light that 
can be exhibited before them, can have the least tendency to make 
them any better. For they are as much disposed to oppose the 
greatest, as the smallest degree of light No light respecting this 
world—or a future—God, or his creation, will make them better. 
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4. If sinners hold the truth in unrighteousness, and oppose all the 
light exhibited before them; then all light has a natural tendency 
to make them worse, and prepare them for destruction. All those 
things, which serve to fit saints fur heaven, serve to fit sinners for 
destruction. 

5. If God has so clearly revealed his wrath from heaven 
against sinners; then all secure sinners are criminal for their stu- 
pidity. It is altogether owing to their resisting the light which 
God is exhibiting before their eyes. 

6. If God has so clearly manifested his wrath against sinners; 
then whenever they do open their eyes to see God, they must view 
him as a damning God. He has exhibited himselfin no other light 
to sinners. 

7. If God has so clearly revealed his wrath against sinners; then, 
when they first love him, they love him asa damning God; or love 
him for his wrath towards them. 

8. If God has revealed his wrath against sinners, for opposing 
light; then we see the amazing absurdity of their waiting for a 
more convenient season, to embrace the gospel. All the while they 
wait, they oppose light, and provoke God’s wrath. 

9. If what has been said be true, it is the immediate duty of sin- 
ners to repent—They knowthey are guilty—God commands them to 
repent. ‘There is no obstacle in the way, but the opposition of their 
hearts tolight. If they repent, they may escape the wrath of God. 
If they do not, God’s wrath will be poured out upon them, 

Let saints, who walk inthe light, have compassion on those who 
are in darkness. SENEX. 


FOR THE HOPKINSIAN MAGAZINE. 
STRICTURES ON A SERMON. 

A Sermon was some time since, given to the public, written with 
ability ; upon which, it is thought, some attention should be be- 
stowed. Error is dangerous ; and much more so, when it comes 
from great and good men: “ Call no man father on earth ;” but 
let every sentiment be properly weighed. 

The sermon is from John 8, 34, “It is my father that honoreth 
me, of whom ye say that he is your God.” 

The doctrine is this : *“The God of Abraham was the father of 
Christ.” 

To this doctrine, no objection would be made, were it not supposed 


to be evident, from the whole sermon, that the meaning of the wri- 


ter is, that the person in the Godhead, who is distinctively called 
the father, was exclusively the God of Abraham, and that this was the 
person in the Trinity, who made all the visible appearances of God, 
exhibited under the Old Testament, 
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The arguments to evince this sentiment, are as follow : 

1. “ What Christ himself said upon the subject”—meaning 
Christ’s words in the text, and context. 

The writer takes for granted, that by the word God, in his text, 
the Jews would understand him to mean, the God of Abraham; 
(which is, no doubt, correct) and this God, Christ called his father. 
Wherefore the father was the God of Abraham. 

2. “It appears that the God of Abraham was the father of Christ, 
from his calling Christ his son”—-meaning in Psalm 2, 7: “ Thou art 
my son,” and in the voices from heaven, “Thou art my son ;” 
** This is my beloved son,” &c. 

$. The apostles represent the God of Abraham as the father of 
Christ. By the father, in such texts, the apostles (as Hebrews) must 
have meant the God of Abraham, and not the son. 

Some of our writer’s inferences are as follow ; 

** Then the father of Christ was the King of Israel.” 

“ Then the father of Christ was the creator of the world.” 

‘Then it was the father of Christ who appeared and spake under 
the Old Testament.” 

The author, after speaking of some of those appearances, adds, 
‘and every other divine appearance under the Old Testament.” 
Again. 

“Then the God of Abraham was not Christ himself.” 

This latter, he informs us, was the great object, on which he had 
had his eye. 

The writer anticipates an objection, that ‘it was Christ whom 
the Israelites tempted in the wilderness.’ 

He very correctly answers thus; “‘ whatever may be said to be 
done to one person in the Trinity, may be said to be done to each 
person in the Trinity; just as what is said by one person inthe 
Trinity, is said by each person in the Trinity.” 

This is, indeed, a just admission ; and a true Trinitarian senti- 
ment. But this admission cuts the sinews of all hisown arguments. 
For then, if God the Father was the God of Abraham, God the Son 
was, no less, the God of Abraham; and God the Holy Spirit like- 
wise. This Trinitarians believe. But should our writer admit 
this ; what is his labour? and where is the foundation of his inferen- 
ces ? It would not then have appeared, that it was not Christ, but 
the Father, who was the King of Israe] ; who created the world; 
and who made all the divine appearances under the Old Testament. 

Can the views given of Christ through the sacred oracles, admit 
those sentiments of our writer ? Is not Christ there, as the procurer 
of man’s salvation ; as the mediator of the Godhead to lost men, 
and as the only mediator, ‘‘ all and in all?” 

The persons making the divine appearances under the Old Tes- 
tament, was called, “the Angel of the Lord,” and “ the captains of 
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the Lord’s hosts.” If this were the Person of the Father; whose 
Angel was he ? Of whose hosts was he the Captain ? And who sent 
him ? For the meaning of the word Angel, is, one sent. 


Which of the persons of the sacred Trinity did Isaiah behold, 


when he ‘‘ saw the Lord upon a throne of gk 


eo? 


wry, high and lifted up 


A writer of the gospel informs, ‘those things said Isaiah, when he 


saw his (Christ’s) glory and spake of him.” David says, the Lord 


= 


said unto my Lord, sit thou at my right hand,’ &c. Here David’s 


Lord was Christ ; and thus he was the King of Israel. 

But it may be said, has not our writer proved his doctrine ? If so, 
facts are stubborn things, whatever objections may be made. This 
is the point, then, to be examined. And, 

1. Arguments that prove too much, must be fallacious. From 
the precise train of the arguments of our writer, we can prove that 
it was the person of the father who appeared in the man Christ; and 
not any supposed second Personofa Trinity. Christ taught that Ae 
could of himself do nothing. ‘The Father who dwelleth in me, he 
doeth the works.” Here then ( ays the argument of our writer,) the 
only divinity that dwelt in Christ, was exelusively the person of the 
Father! precisely as was the God of the Jews, in our writer’s text, 
whom Christ calls his Father. 

And we may hence proceed to inferences, of the same legitima- 
ey with those of this writer, that hence we learn that there is no 
second, and no third person in the Godhead.—It is the person of the 
Father, who is ‘‘the Captain of our salvation ;”’ who died on the 
cross; and is ‘‘ head over all things to the chureh ;” or else. the 
person, who has these characteristics is but a mere creature, in 
whom the Father dwelt. 

And other arguments, of the same kind, may be adduced, te 
show, that the person of the Father is, exclusively, the only Divin- 
ity of the Saviour of the world. Said the Saviour, concerning his 
death and resurrection, “‘ J have power to lay it down ; and have 
power to take it again.” ‘* Destroy this temple, and in three days 
J will raiseit’ But the Father raised Christ from the dead. “Like 
as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father.” 
Let our writer’s argument, then,make the deduction, that hence the 
divinity in Christ, was exclusively, the person of the Father! 

But, as no Trinitarian will admit this conclusion, so the argu- 


ment of our writer is not to be admitted. 
2, The persons of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are. in es- 


sence one God. This our writer admits; and yet seems to have 


forgotten there is but one God. Yet this one God is three that 
All the glories of the Infinite One, belong 


And the second person, when he appeared 


bare record in heaven. 
to each.of the three. 
on earth, and when he conversed with the unbelieving Jews, whom 


they saw asa man, did often ascribe what appeared to be in him 
e ) 
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more than human, to God ; whom he sometimes called God : and 
sometimes his Father. This he often did, instead of ascribing such 
divine operations to the second person of the Godhead dwelling in 
him. But when he did thus, and was speaking as a man; he, by 
the word God, and his Father, evidently meant the same that we 
call God, viz. the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. ‘This three in 
one, is our God ; whom the Jews claimed as their God ; and who 
was the Godof Abraham. Christ in such connexions, spake of 
God, and his Father, only in distinction from his humanity, and 
without any regard to the distinction of persons in the Godhead; 
as nothing of this distinction was then in dispute. And where 
Christ spake as mediator, (God and man united,) it is thought that 
he would and did, generally, ascribe what was done by divinity 
within him, to the Father, inasmuch as he and the Father were 
one in God; and inasmuch as the Father was, officially, the infinite 
supervisor of all things, and thus did all things, even that Christ 
did. But can we admit, that when Christ (in the days of his humili- 
ation on earth) thus ascribed what was wrought by divinity within 
him, to the Father, rather than to the second person of the Trinity, 
veiled in his humanity, he meant to deny the existence of a second di- 
vine person in the Trinity? surely not, any more than that he meant 
to deny the existence of the Holy Ghost. While Christ thus ascribed 
his divine operations to the Father; he yet often gave notice of his 
own infinite divinity, and equality to the Father ; as might be 
shown by many of his expressions, and many texts. 

Weare led then, more particularly, 

3. To show where is the mistake of this writer. In his text 
Christ says, ‘It is my Father that honoreth me, of whom ye say 
that he is your God.” 

The writer takes for granted, that by the word Father here, 
Christ means the first person in the Trinity ; to the exclusion of 
the second and third. And hence he infers, that the God of the 
Jews, and of Abraham, was the first person of the Trinity; to the 
exclusion of the second, and third persons. But this (taken as 
admitted) is mot admitted. Christ was not speaking here as a 
Trinitarian disputant, relative to the doctrine of the Trinity; and 
thus warranting us to take the word Father bere in its distinet- 
ive sense. But by Father, he meant the same as God, the three in 
one; as is evident from what follows ; * of whom ye say that he is 
your God,” Here by his Father, he meant the 


same that they called 
their God. 


But this was the same as cur God,—the infinite Three 
in heaven. This view fully answered Christ’s then present pur- 
pose ; which was to show, that he was the Messiah : and not an 
imposter. He was teaching, that God dwelt in his humanity—the 
God whom they claimed as their God; this was the being, who 
produced and commissioned his humanity then addressing them, 
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But to view Christ as speaking here, distinctively and exclusively, 
of the first person in the Trinity ; and hence to infer, as our writer 
has done, that as the Father here was the same with the God of the 
Jews, and of Abraham, therefore the God of Abraham, and the 
King of Israel was exclusively and distinctively the first person 
of the Trinity,—is incorrect, and without foundation, and contra- 
dicts much of the sacred oracles, 

The word Father is abundantly thus used in the Bible, to denote 
not exclusively the first person of the Trinity; but the infinite God; 
the three in one. Take one or two texts, as a specimen of many. 
“«'Therewith bless we God, even the Father.” “ Every perfect gift 
cometh down from the Father of lights.” By the word Father, in 
such texts, (as in the text of our writer,) is meant God; the one 
infinite God. But when the word is used with (and in distinction 
from) the Son and Spirit; then it clearly means the first person in 
the Trinity. 

4. The Jews, when our Saviour told them that their God was his 
Father, did not understand him as meaning to exclude his own di- 
vinity from the being whom he called his Father ; but the reverse. 
‘« Because thou being a man, makest thyself God.” They even un- 
derstood Christ, as identifying himself in his divine nature with the 
God of Abraham. ‘They thus understood him in this very discourse 
with the Jews, from which our writer selects his text. 

They tauntingly said, ‘‘Thou art not yet fifty years old; and 
hast thou seen Abraham ?” Christ answered them, ‘“‘before Abra- 
ham wasI am.” He does not say here I was ;—but “ J am ;” allu- 
ding to the very name he expressed in the bush—‘‘I am that I 
am;°’—and when he added, “‘ 1am the God of Abraham, and the 
God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob,” they understood him thus; 
and hence caught up stones to cast at him. Could he, then, mean 
to teach, that he was not the God of Abraham, as our writer would 


prove. 5 : 
5. The God of Abraham is the God of the Christian church. “ If 


ye are Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to 
But who is the God of the Christian Church? Is 


the promise.’ 
this exclusively the first persen of the Trinity? Our God is the 
“© Three that bear record in Heaven—which three are one.”” Hence 
that Three is Abraham’s God. And each, in that Three, is Abra- 
ham’s God. And here is found a most cogent argument in favour of 
the doctrine of the Trinity. 

6. Had our writer been a Unitarian, and had Unitarian senti- 
ment been correct, it is confessed, that his arguments would have 
been logical, and conclusive. When I first read the sermon, I 
thought it must have been from the pen of a powerful Unitarian. 
And finding that he had peremptorily ranked Dr. Watts among 
the Unitarian writers, was not calculated to undeceive me. There 
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seems an unpleasant affinity between his arguments, and those of 
Unitatians. The latter infer from Christ’s being the Son of God, 
that he cannot be God himself! And the former would infer, from 
Christ’s being the Son of the God of Abraham, that he cannot him- 
self be the God of Abraham. 

7. We find three classes of sacred texts, alluding to Jesus Christ. 
In one, he is man. In one, he is God. In one he is Mediator. As 
man, and as mediator, he acknowledges a total dependance on God 
the Father. Asa man, he is physically dependant, (as are all 
men.) As mediator, Christ (human and divine) is officially depen- 
dant. His office is constituted. Hence as Mediator, he acknowl- 
édges the Father in all things. “ The Father doeth the works.” 
This Christ does, because the Father presides over the whole eeon- 
omy of the Godhead in creation, providence, and redemption. 

But we have a great class of sacred texts, which assures us of the 
real divinity of Christ. In these he is one with the Father ; God 
over all; the mighty God; the Almighty. And never is Christ to 
be viewed, when officially acknowledging the Father in all things, 
as excluding his own divinity from the Godhead ! He, as well as 
the Father, is the God of Abraham, and our God. 

A singular infelicity attends, at least some of our writer’s infer- 
ences. They are in direct contradiction to the sacred oracles. His 
inference that “the Father of Christ was the King of Israel,” has 
this unhappiness attending it. Nathanael said to Christ,(John i,49,) 
“ Rabbi, thou art the son of God ; thou art the King of Israel.” 
Nathanael had no idea, that his being the son of God, wasin consis- 
tent with his being the King of Israel. Such was the sentiment 
too of the Psalmist ; ‘‘ The Lord said unto my Lord.” Christ was 
David’s Lord ; hence was the King of Israel. Christ says, “ I am 
the root and offspring of David.” Here he was David’s Lord, and 
Creator. 

This leads to note another inference of this writer : 

** Then the Father of Christ is the Creator of the world.” Had 
his meaning been, that the Infinite Three, isthe Creator of the 
world ; no Trinitarian would object. But his sermon leads us to 
understand him, that the Father, distinctively, and exclusively, is 
the Creator; and he speaks of ‘* the importance of giving to each 
(person in the Godhead) the glory due to his name.” To the Fa- 
ther should be ascribed creation ; to the Son, redemption ; and to 
the Spirit sanctification. 

In things so deep, we know nothing but what the Bible clearly 
reveals, We are led to inquire, then,—Does the Bible teach, that 
one of the persons of the Godhead is more peculiarly the Creator ? 
Ifso; which? To decide this, let the reader take his Bible, and 
turn to the following passages; John i. t: 3,10. Col. i. 16,17. Eph. 
iii; 9. Heb. i; 2,8,9, 10. Here, im six passages, the work of 
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creation is expressly ascribed to Christ. In one of them, God the 
Father says to Christ—* thou Lord in the beginning hast laid the 
foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thy 
hands! Is it not clear, then, that the infinite Godhead saw fit to 
operate, in the work of creation, through the immediate agency of 
the second person? It is so decided. ‘In him dwelleth all the ful- 
ness of the Godhead bodily.” Have we any sacred texts, which, 
as clearly, ascribe creation to the Father? I believe we have not 
one? We read, 1. Cor. viii, 6; “ to us there is but one God, the 
Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him.” But this 
passage is so far from ascribing creation more especially to the Fa- 
ther, than to Christ; that just the reverse is true! all things are 
of the Father, and 4y Christ. The Father, then, is the official 
Superintendent in the universe ; and Christ the infinite Agent. 
Here is a lively view of the economy of the Godhead. The hu 

man mind has queried, if Christ is the Creator, and “ by him all 
things consist,’ what is there left for the Father todo? Where is he? 
He is excluded from nothing. He superintends creation, provi- 
dence, and grace; and is to be adored in all: while yet Christ 
is the acting Agent, officially, under him; and the Holy Spirit a joint 
Agent officially acting under both. We will joyfully abide by the 
expressions of it given by inspiration: 4 things are of the Father, 
and by Christ. All things are done under the eye and direction of 
the Father, but not by his immediate personal agency. Questions 
may arise: but man should object nothing to a point so decided, 

Christ is presented to us, as the foundation of the new Heavens 
and new Earth. They are noted as built both upon him, and by 
him. 

Is it not. then, consentaneous with this. that the Father should say 
to Christ, Go and prepare your materials, and all your accommoda- 
tions of the natural earth and heavens. I will preside over the 
whole; but go thou and create them. 

Another inference of our writer, is, “* Then it was the Father of 
Christ, who appeared and spake to men under the Old Testament.” 
The writer enumerates various of those appearances, and adds, 
* and every other appearance under the Old Testament.” These, 
he infers, were all made by the person of the Father. If this cor- 
rectly follows from our author’s doctrine, it seems not to accord 
with the word of God. 

In these things, human wisdom knows nothing, but what is de- 


cided by inspiration. The Essence, and the distinction of persons, 


in the infinite Three in One, are infinitely beyond man’s compre- 
hension. Revelation then, is his only polar star. 

Which person of the Trinity, then, does the Bible present as the 
Revealer of the Godhead to man? Is it the Father? Which is called 
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the Logos? (Word.) Words are the medium of communication: 
And thisappellation is given to Christ: “In the beginning was the 
Word.” Certainly, then, Christ was the Revealer of the Godhead 
to man, ander the Old Testament. Sothe Bible decides. ‘ Nei- 
ther knoweth any man the Father, save the Son, and he to whom- 
soever the Son will reveal him.” ‘* No man hath seen God at any 
tite; the only begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father, he 
hath declared him.” ‘I have manifested thy name unto the men 
that thou gavest me.” The Father, it seems, then, officially keeps 
the place of the invisible God; and Christ, the Logos, is the Re 

vealer of the Father. Surely he is the Mediator between God and 
man. In these offices, then, we learn which is the one, and which 
is the other, of the first two persons of the Godhead. And, to vary 
this plain bible distinction, and to say, that the Father did, for some 
thousands of years (after the fall of man) come forth as his own 
Revealer, and bis own Angel, and Captain of his own hosts, or 
King of Israel, seems an unwarrantable confounding of the great 
official distinction between those two Divine Persons. Christ. in 
those ancient appearances, was the Brighiness of the Father’s glo- 
ry. Why should the Father be represented as coming forth person- 
ally, the Brightness of his own glory, “in every Divine appearance 
under the Old Testament?” Why should Christ be thus put out of 
his office; and the Father be put into it? 

Let one more inference of this writer be noted. 

“Then the God of Abraham was not Christ himself.’ Had the 
meaning been, that Christ, exclusively of the Father, and of the 
Spirit, was not the God of Abraham; no Trinitarian would have 
objected. What man ever supposed the affirmative? No one person 
of the Trinity, to the exclusion of the others, was the God of Abra- 
ham; nor is our God. ‘The one only living and true Gud, in three 
Persons, is the only God of Abraham, and of the Christian church. 
But the body of the followers of Christ do believe, (because the 
Bible does clearly teach,) that Christ, in whom the whole Godhead 
dwells, is the Person in the Trinity, who was called the Angel of 
the Lord; who appeared in the bush: and at various times under 
the Old Testament; who was the Angel of God’s presence. with 
Israel; who appeared in their sheltering cloud, and in the shechi- 
nah, the Brightness of God’s glory. They believe, (because Inspi- 
ration asserts) that Christ was the ‘‘ King of Israel;” ‘‘the Root of 
David,” and David’s Lord. 

It seems natural to inquire, what good evangelical object could 
be accomplished, by this sermon? Does it increase the glory of the 
mediation of Christ, that the Father should appear, for thousands 
of years, to men in his own Person; and Christ to seem to be put 
out of his office? Does it more enhance the criminality and danger 
of sin, that the Father could come, and so familiarly converse 
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with sinners, in his own Person, with nothing said of a Mediator? 
If God could not transact with fallen man, only through a Sa- 
viour; why should this Saviour seem to be thas set aside from his 
mediatorial work? It must be no small mistake, to seem to inter- 
change, in any degree, the special offices of the Father and the 
Son. 

Relative to Dr. Watts being classed with the Unitarian writers— 
I had thought that this point had, years ago, been well and publicly 
investigated, and the claims of the enemy shewn to be without foun- 
dation. If Dr. Watts did not most manifestly deny the Divinity of 
Christ; it is to be regretted, that he should thas be classed with 
Priestley, and the men who have denied it: and especially, consid- 
ering that the public devotions of so great a portion of the Chris_ 
tian church, are constantly deriving sach rich benefit from the 
pious labours of that noted mana of Gad, in his Psaims and Hymns 


ALEPH. 
ON DIVINE AGENCY. 
REPLY ‘TO ENQUIRER. [See page 202 ] 


Dear Sir—A proper regaré to the limits of this work, as well as to 
the patience of our readers, seems to require that we should study 
brevity. 

Iam still unable to see, that the passage, I Kings, xxii, 20—23, 
proves that God dil no more than barely permit the lying spirit to 
enter the prophets of Ahab. True, the words, “ Go forth and do 
so,” may express permission only; but can this be said of the words, 
“thou shalt persuade him, and prevail also’?? Let it be supposed, 


however, that both expressions imply permission simply; still how 
, - re > 


does it from hence follow, that ao more 1s meant, when it is said, 
“ Behold, the Lord hath puta lying spirit,” &c.? Why must the 
term put, be limited to the meaning of the preceding terms? If you 
answer, ‘ Because God did no more than permit the spirit to go; 
you beg the very question in debate. It is not at all inconsistent 
with any part of the whole passage, to suppose that the term pu. 
is here used in its plain and lileral sense.—Bat, supposing we grant 
all you wish—that put must mean permit only—how does it thence 
follow, that other and very dwerse terms, such as move, turn, fush- 
ton, and create, may mean no more than permit? These terms are 
not only diverse from put, but are the strongest and fullest that can 
be used to express the direct and positive agency of God. If these 
terms ‘* may” mean bare permission; then there 1s no evidence in 
the Bible, that God ever does, in any case, more than barely permit 
things to be and events to take place. And it does not seem to me, 
that permitting the heavens and the earth to come into existence, 
is “‘ as near as can be” to causing them to come into existence: and 
I confess my ignorance of that “ natural figure of speech,” by whieh 
the terms move, turn, fashion, harden, and create, may be used to 
express bare permission. And I should like to be informed, what 
those “‘ other passages” are, whose meaning is more “ undisputed,” 
or which are less “‘ susceptible of different meanings,” than those 
in which the terms move, fashion, create, &c. are used, as quoted 
in Calvinist’s creed? 

You state two reasons, why those passages ought not to be under- 
stood in an absolute sense: ‘“ First—it would be unjust for God posi- 


a oa 


we 
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tively to make men have evil inclinations, and then punish them 
for having those inclinations.” To this I have already given an 
answer (See pages 286, 287) which I need not repeat. But it seems 
to me, you have furnished an answer yourself: for, though you say, 
that “‘ a man’s choice is not active,” and that blame “ is not in the 
will, nor the intention, nor the exercises:’’ yet you admit that * the 
grace of God produces in saints that wh h is good in its nature. 
towards which he manifests his apy robat n, and for which he re- 
wards them as really as he does the angels Why, then, may he 
not, by his agency, cause that in sinners, which is evd in ils nature, 
towards which he may manifest his disapprobation, and for which 
he may as justly punish them, as he does the fallen spirits?—Again, 
you suppose there ‘ may be cases, in which men are given over and 
hurried on to destruction, whose hearts God actually hardens, and 
who are precipitated by a Divine impulse. Now, though vou say, 
these men are got “ in astate of probation;” yet I would ask. whe- 
ther they are not moral agents, and to blame for their wicked con- 
duct? Suppose Pharaoh, as you think “ it may be,” was of this 
number; was not he to blame for his conduct towards Israel? And 
did not the Judge of all the earth do right in punishing him ?—Fur- 
ther, you assert and maintain, that “ « hoosing is making orc using 
choice.” I would, 
causes them to choose? When God hardened Pharaoh’s heart, did 
he not choose to kee p the Israelites in cruel b mndage? Is not Aatred 
an ‘act of choice? And did not those exercise choice, whose hearts 
God turned to hate his | eople? If so, then they made or caused their 
wicked cho ce. as you use te! 

them, they Aardened their hearts, and so were wholly to blame. 

I now come to your second reason for not un erstanding the pas- 
sages quoted by “Calvinist. in an absolute sense: ** Second—If the 
will is not under the controul of man, it is useless to call on him to 
have one different from that whieh he has.”—Here I confidently 
ask, why it is more useless, on our theory, than on yours? You ad- 
mit, that God produces in men all the goodness they ever have 
that it is his grace alone which makes them differ from the damned. 
Now, show me what ability men possess to repent and have a holy 
will, before such a will is produced in them by “ Divine grace,” 
and of what use it is to call upon them to do it? Of what avail, I 
ask you, is their self-determining power, if it never moves them, 
without Divine grace, any more than a water-wheel turns without 
water? 

We say, it is of use to call upon men to have a different will, be- 
cause they have natural power to comply. Without stopping to 
enquire whether capacity is different from power, | would say, as I 
have said, that natural power means whatever is requisite to an 
exercise of the will, besides the exercise itself. And as the same 
faculties and powers are requisite to every moral exercise, whether 
good or evil; so he who has natural power to put forth the one, has 
the same natural power to pat forth the other. Men cannot, in- 
deed, produce their exercises of choice: but to produce one’s own 
exercises of choice, is not an object of power: the supposition is an 
absurdity. It is absurd to suppose tl rod causes his own volun- 
tary exercises; for this implies that he acted before he had an exer- 
cise of choice. ‘There was a period, according to this supposition, 
when God had no choice, and, of course, no moral character. After 
perusing all you have written on the subject, I am still unable to 
see why the idea of succession is not as consistent with the eternity 
of God's volitions, as with the eternity of his existence. The Di- 
vine existence is not an eternal NOW, as the Schoolmen dreamed, 


then, ask, if sinners do not choose, when God 


or, as the inspired writers use 
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Quest. ‘“ How can it (an evil intention) be termed morally evil, 
if it is absolutely necessary ?”’ 

Ans. In the same way, that what God “ produces” in the saints, 
is morally “ good in its nature, towards which God can, therefore, 
with propriety, manifest his approbation”—in the same way, that 
any intention, which was foreknown, and so cerlain, may have a 
moral quality. 

Quest. “ How can saints be really praise-worthy, if they are not 
as they should be, when left to themselves?” 

Ans. Neither saints, nor any other creatures, ever are left to 
themselves. God ‘ works in them to will and to do, of his own good 
pleasure.’ They are praise-worthy, because they voluntarily do 
**that which is good in its nature.” 

Quest. “ How can it be proper to say that God chooses, if the 
choice in him is eternal, and uncaused by himself ?” 

Ans. Just as proper as to say he ezisis, though his existence is 
eternal, and uncaused by himself. 

Quest. ** Do not all feel as conscious that they cause their own 
evil wills, as they do of any thing else whatever?” 

Ans. No. I donot believe any man was ever conscious of an aef, 
preceding and causing any exercise of his will, whether good or 
evil. 

Now, dear Sir, it really appears to me, that the “ difficulties” are 
all on your side. Let me close, by stating a few of them, which 
obviously result from your sche . 

The will of God had a beginning, and was caused by himself, by 
a previous act! : m 

God foreknew, and there were causes which rendered it certain 
how man would choose and conduct, in the exercise of a self-deler- 
mining power! 

Saints are “‘ voluntary machines”—they “ have, strictly speaking, 
no moral goodness;” although there is that in them, which is 
** good in its nature,” and which God a 
rewards! 

Men possess a self-determini 


ime 


pproves, and in some sense 


ng power, in the full exercise of 
1 af 


which, all men, if left to themselves, would only sin, and be damned 


Choosing and causing choice, are one and the same thing: so that 


‘a man’s choice is not active,’ but isthe inactive effect of his choosing. 
which precedes all choice or volition! 


Blame is “not in the will, nor the intention, nor the exercises:” 
} 


although ** to the will blame or praise is attached”’! 





| 

jut, the principal difficulty attending your scheme, is, that it 
obliges you to understand scores of plain and express passages of 
scripture in a sense, not only figurative, strained, and far-fetched, 
but in a sense, the very reverse of the obvious and unequivocal 
meaning of the terms in which they are expressed. , 

EDITOR. 
THE SABBATH. 
[Concluded from page 401.] 
Asto the general government, if it does not come within their 


province to make laws to require an observance of the Sabbath, we 
have a right, at least, to expect that they will make none to oppose 
it. But what can be more unfavourable to the sanctification of the 
Sabbath, than the Post-Office system, according to its present es- 
tablishment? and this is under the control of the national govern- 
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ment. Congress authorizes the transportation of the mail, even in 
time of peace, on that day, which the high Possessor of heaven and 
earth claims as his own; and in which he strictly forbids us to do 
any of our secular business. The mail is commonly carried in 
stage coaches. Probably several thousand of these are in motion 
every Sabbath day. By means of this, several thousand men, who 
have immortal souls, and who are all to stand before the judgment 
seat of Christ, are of necessity, by their employment, shut out from 


all the privileges of the Sabbath. By these men, every Sabbath in 


the year is entirely profaned, and their hearts must be hardening 
at a strange rate indeed, If several thousand men are every Sab- 
bath occupied in driving the mail stages, there are many thousand 
more, who are also God’s accountable creatures, each one of whom 
he has strictly commanded to turn away his foot from making any 
encroachments on his holy day, who are tempted by this means of 
public conveyance, to transgress the command, by proceeding on 
their journeys. Many thousand Post-Masters have their consciences 
severely tried, (unless they have already become seared) by open- 
ing the mail, and attending to their other official business on the 
Lord’s day. To attend on this business, they are often detained 
from the public services of the sanctuary. There is another evil 
of no less magnitude, which is corinected with the opening of the 
mail on the Sabbath: It presents a temptation, which actually in- 
duces thousands and tens of thousands, to profane holy time, by 
reading their letters of business, and their political and literary 
papers and magazines. By meansof the transportation of the mail, 
the sacredness of the hallowed day is forgotten in those public 


houses where the ma ‘ 2S SLO} - refreshment. The same 


remark will apply to ferryn ind toll-gatherers; and sometimes it 
will apply to smiths and other mechanics, whose services are occa- 
sionally called for, to make those repairs which are more or less 
needed by travellers. 

Could the whole of this evil be placed under our eye, so asto be 
viewed at once, it would be truly affecting; and every man of piety 
would be ready to exclaim, Surely the Lord will visit for this 
thing, and his soul will be avenged on such a nation as this! Let us 


not forget, that the whole of this systematic and authorized profan- 


ation of the Sabbath, is distinctly in the view of that holy and 


Almighty Being, who is emphatically the One “ with whom we have 
to do.” Have we not reason to fear, that this violation of the holy 


Sabbath, will bring the curse of God on the mail itself? We need 


His providence to protect this ever-moving ind much-exposed de- 


pository of common treasure and intelligence. They who believe 


in a particular, as well as general providence, cannot now trust 


their property in the mail With as much* onfidence as they could do, 
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if it were not carried on the Leord’s day. When they think how 
greatly the Sabbath is polluted by the trans] ortation of that mail, 
to which they commit their money, it renders it difficult for them 
to ask the Lord of the Sabbath to protect it. 

I am, myself, inclined to think, that there is no profanation of 
the Sabbath in our land, which is more likely to bring down the 
wrath of heaven upon us, than the one to which ] have adverted: 
this is eminently a national profanation. It 1s an “ error which 
proceedeth from the ruler.” It ts a nation il contempt of the Lord’s 
day, and of the Lorn of the day. It seems to sp ak a language 
like this: “If individuals are d pendent on God, and accountable 
to Him, let them acknowledge it by keeping holy his consecrated 
day; but as a NaTION, we are independent, not only of men, but of 
God. and are accountable to ‘none; for there is no Lord over us.— 
National concerns are of too much consequence to be diverted from 
their regular course, by a cowardly fear of breaking a command of 
God.” How would such words as these be received by Him, who 
has said, that for every idle word which men speak, they shall give 
account in the day of judgment? But if our actions imply all this, 
what words could spe 1k more distin« tly ? 

There is another circumstance, which makes this national prof- 


anation a very great evil: It is the means of lowering down a 
regard to the Sabbath throughout the couhtry, more than almost 
any otherthing. ‘The people at large are acquainted with it, and 
become familiarized to it. The thing is known to be sanctioned by 
the legislature of the nation—the nobles of the land. It is at length 
considered by many, if not most of the people, as a necessary ar- 
rangement. ‘This all tends to make a general impression, that the 
command of God, to remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy, is 
not so binding on men’s consciences as had been supposed. It is a 
natural inference; that if the government of the land may take the 
Lord’s day to do their business, it cannot be very wrong for men in 
private life to do the same. If men, when travelling in the mail 
coaches, go forward on the Sabbath, as on other days, it will be nat- 
ural for them to do it when travelling in their own coaches, or other 
means of private conveyance. If some steam-boats are employ ed 
by government on the Sabbath, to transport the mail, it is a public 
sanction, to all (he other boats, to make no difference as to time, 
between the holy and the profane. And this unnecessary labour, 
by the sailing of steam-boats in all the waters of the United States, 
will constitute an amazing amount of the sin of Sabbath-breaking. 
If the steam-boats and packets traverse our bays and rivers on the 
Sabbath, this is giving a sanction to the still more confined naviga- 
tion of the canals. And should this be unrestrained, we had better 


have remained contented without a single canal in the country.—- 
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That part of our population, who are most accommodated by the 


improvements which have been made in our internal navigation, if 


they serve God rather than Mammon, would sooner have remained 


without this additional facility of transportation, than to have had 
their hearts grieved with the augmented profanation of the Sab- 
bath, which this will be the means of bringing among them; should 
saili 1g on the can be underst as be ut of the reach of the 
Sabbath law, the e i -ocean. ‘They will consider 
the demoralizing eff f t lreadful profanation of the Sabbath, 
to be su th a mo 


eir children, that no 


natural advantag vhich accrue, can counterbalance it, 


In view of all the evil, ich is connected with this national con- 


tempt of the Sabb }, in onfi . that if the man who is pl rced 


at the head of the t ice dep: } , and the legislature of 
the nation, were w things h ime light, which they 
were viewed rlhe Jewis ‘former, their love to their country 
would not permit them to suffer ion of the Lord’s day 


to continue another year est enough had already 


been done, ie ire v rik wonld pec dily | 
By the licht of t riptures, (and thisis a light to which we do 
well to talce | l\ we a led -onclude, { the profanation of 
the Sabbath, mt l ther , exposes this nation to the 


ve quenched. 


judgments o ] iperane another of our heaven-pro- 


voking ers our prosperity, if 


not our very y characteristics of a 
national sin, ¢ he or hich i 1e object of this discourse to 


td 
expose. Intemperance, though a common evil. is not, however, 


sanctioned by the laws: but as it relates to the Sabbath. there are 


laws of the land which are entirely repugnant to the laws of God. 


Although intemperance is common, we have reason to be thankful, 


that it is not, as yet, altos -reputable. But what is the disgrace 
which is now attached to a profanation of the Sabbath? Is there not 
reason to fear. that for the office of a State G vernor, or even ofa 


President of the United States, this would generally be thought no 
disqualification at all? If moral obligation has so lost its hold of our 
consciences, ihat the most palpable violations of the Divine law, 
are hardly considered as faults, either by the transgressors them- 


selves, or by the community in general, it is time to sound the 


alarm 


FROM THE CALVINISTIC MAGAZINE 
EXPOSITION OF SCRIPTURE. 
Presbyterians believe that the sc: iptures make a distinction he- 


tween that called the gospel, which is common to all, ! 


and the effee- 
lual call of the Spirit, by which enmity is subdued, and the heart 


conquered. Our Arminian brethren reject this distinction. ‘A 
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eall is a call,” say they; “‘ and to maintain that the Lord calls some 
of mankind effectually, while he does not call ail effectually, is to 
represent him as acting partially.” Many efforts have been made 
to place the doctrine of effectual calling in a ridiculous light, and 
the wit of many adeclaimer has been severely taxed for this pur- 
pose. But after wit and sophistry have done their utmost, it re- 
mains true, that “ heaven and earth shall pass away,” before one 
jot, or one tittle, of divine truth shall fail. 

How would our Arminian brethren explain I. Cor. i. 23, 24?— 
* Bat we preach Christ crucified, unto the Jews a stumbling block, 
and unto the Greeks foolishness ; but unto them which are called, 
both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of 
God.” Were not al! Jews, and all Greeks called by the common 
eall of the gospel? ‘ Certainly,’ says the Arminian, ‘ all are called ; 
God makes no distinction: all are called alike.’ ‘Then according to 
the Arminian, the Apostle speaks as follows: ‘* We preach Christ 
crucified, unto the Jews, (who are called,) a stumbling block, and 
unto the Greeks, (who are called,) foolishness; but unto them who 
are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the 
wisdom of God.” Who, that admits the inspiration of the scrip- 
tures, can believe the Apostle used language so utterly destitute of 
meaning? But, admit that the doctrine of effectual calling 1s a glo- 
rious gospel truth, and this passage is luminous and instructive.— 
“‘ We preach Christ crucified; to the unbelieving Jews,a stumbling - 
block, and to the (unbelieving) Greeks, foolishness; but unto them 
who are called (effectually renewed by the Holy Spirit,) Christ the 
power of God, and the wisdom of God.” 

I. Peter,i. 10. ‘ Brethren, give diligence to make your calling 
and election sure.” ‘There,’ says the Arminian; ‘I always said, 
election was condilronal, and this text proves it; for if our election 
were not conditional, where would be the propriety of exhorting us 
to “ make it sure?” If this text spoke only of election, then this 
gloss might at first glance, appear somewhat plausible. But we 
are urged to make our calling sure, as well as our election. How 
will the Arminian manage this ? Will he say our calling is eondi- 
tional? He denies the doctrine of effectual calling. And as to the 
common call, the people whom Peter thus addressed had been 
called by the gospel for many years. To whom then were they 
required to make their calling sure? Was it to God? It could 
not be a contingency or uncertainty in his view, after it had taken 
place ; neither could it be an uncertainty to themselves, when they 
were conscious they had been called repeatedly during twenty or 
thirty years. What then is the meaning of the text? It has none, 
if Arminianism be true. There is a palpable absurdity in exhort- 
ing people to make that sure to God or to themselves which is al- 
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ready sure to both. Can our being cal'ed by the gospel be made 
more certain cither to God or to_ourselves, than it is now, and has 
been for many years? It is plain, therefore, that whatever be the 
right exposition of this text, that given by the Arminian is wrong. 
The éalling spoken of, is the effectual call of God’s Spirit ; the 
election, is God’s act of electing love. Are we exhorted to make 
sure in the sieht of God? No—there are no mists and clouds of 
uncertainty, floating before his eyes, which we are entreated to re- 
move. ‘ All things are naked and open to him.” He searches 
the heart—he knows what isin man. Bat to man, the tree is only 
known by its fruit. Christians have comfortable evidence that they 
are the children of God, when they walk in the paths of new ole 
dience, and bring forth the fruits of righteousness, “ We know 
that we have passed from death unto life, because we love the breth- 
ren, Brethren, give diligence to make your calling and election 


sure,’ to your own minds; that is, live as Christians should liive— 


walk in all the Lord’s commandments with fidelity, and thus furnish 


satisfactory evidence t ur own minds, that you have been effect- 
ually called by the Holy Spirit, according to God’s holy purpose of 


electing Love. G. 


[Kn wing ver } e re ito fong articles, we have abridged 
the followin n the Pi pist and Investizator.} 


We have long had opportunity to observe how the world was go 
ing. We have oceupie distinguish place, but now we are 
elbowed aside by certain thin f ured gentry, who by dint of mach 
blustering and rusttin id being very pretty withal, have engros- 
sed the affectio: f the hig ithe low. Once we were sought 
after : now we at eglected ; anl who would not complain under 
such circumstances? ‘I people of this age have charged us of 
being too corpulent. They have charged us with quaintness and 
circumlocution. ‘They have called u id, as though age were a 
reproach. ‘T'! ive calle ull prosers, and cast us aside as 
they would pictures of their great grandmothers, It 
is true we did verlo ill the principles of ratiocination; we did 
not leap from pr conclusions, from principles to re- 
mote results. No, we strucl atevery step, that we might 
be sure that our posit was solid. : were not propelled by 
steam, but traversed mountall difficulty, and mazes of error, on 
foot. It is true, we did vel with the velocity of the moderns, 
but we made no mistake as to our latitude and longitude, and ar- 
rived safe at the end of our journey; and we remembered every step 
of the way. 

Some who profess to be our friends, have endeavoured to com- 
press our dimensions into a sm iller compass, in order to conform us 
to the fashion of the day; but they have destroyed our identity. 
We are indignant at such freedoms. We will not submit to be 
corsetted and perfumed by the literary dandies of this generation. 
They may, if they will, decorate their persons with finery, and 
stuff their pockets with sweetmeats and smelling bottles, lest they 
should be weary and faint by the way ; buf'we have not become so 
effeminate as to need them. If we are giants, we have become 
giants by natural growth; andif we can find none who will fall in 
love with our stateliness and ponderosity, and other solid qualifica- 
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tions, why then we must consent to be neglected. Yet we cannot 
but hope, notwithstanding the dust of oblivion has begun to gather 
upon us, that we shall outlive the present race of fashionables, 
who strut in blue, and the smaller fry also, who have come up upon 
the face of the land. We rejoice to see them going out as pioneers; 
but we dislike to see them put on the airs of as much importance 
as if they were the main body. We do not like to see the musket 
aping the gait and the thunder of the cannon, nor do we like, (io 
follow up the figure,) tosee the boy who has only witnessed the dis- 
charge of a platoon, put on the airs of a veteran who has faced the 
cannon’s mouth and heard the roar of artillery. 

Mr. Editor, we think we have reason to complain of the treat- 
ment which we receive from the would-b«-wise ones of the present 
day. They have become so infatuated with their own wisdom and 
the boasted march of mind, that we are not consulted at all, or if 
ever cousulted, it is only from a curiosity to know into what strange 
absurdities the fathers had fallen. We are looked upon very mach 
in the light of an old fashicned country gentleman who bolis sans 
ceremonie, into their front parlours, with heels well nailed and vis- 
age smeared with dust. ‘hey are strangely disconcerted at the 
sight of us, and were it not that they have learned from tradition 
that they ought to venerate their fathers, we should soon be ordered 
into the kitchen or into the street. ‘This is the way that the world 
is going. We have opened our mouth to forewar n this generation 
oftheir danger, and these are our last words—Let the hearts of the 
children be turned to their fathers. OCTAVO. 
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1829, April 16, Ordained at South Boston, Ma 1 Baptist Evangelist, 
Rev. Taomas Durver Sermon by Rev. C. P. Grosvenor, from Isai. xiv. 15 

1829, April 22, Installed, Rev. Davin Peery, as Pastor of the Evan. Cong. 
Church in Cambridgeport, Mass. Sermon by Rev. Dr. Beecher, from 1 Cor. 
in. 7 

1829, April 23, Installed Rev. James Griiratnick, as Pastor of the Ist 
Baptist Church in Bluehill, M : non by Kev. Daniel M: rrill 

a2), April 23 Ordained, Rev. Anson Roor,as P stor of the Cong. Church 
in Danbury, Conn Sermon by Rev. Hiram Rvod, of Gilmantown, N. H. 
from 2d ‘Tim, ii. 2 

1829, April 29, Ord ned, Rev. Jonx W. Satrrer, as Pastor of the 2d 
Cong. Church in Kin on, “iass Sermon by Rev. John A. Albro 


1829, April 29, Installed, Rev. Jonaruan Coaswett, as Pastor of the 
Cong. Church in New-Britain, Conn. Sermon by Rev. C. J ‘Tenney, of 


W eathersfield, from Acts xiv. 1 


122), April 2, Installed Rev. Svivestrer G. Prerce, as Pastor of the 
Presb. Church in Dracutt, Mass. Sermon by Re Dr. Woods, of Andover. 

1x2”, May 6, Ordained, at Keene, N It. as an Evangelist, Rev. Epwarp 
Hare. Sermon by Rev. Mr. Merriam, of R ilston, M 

1820, May 8. Installed, Rev. Exisna Bacon, as Pastor of ihe Cong. Church 
in Sanford, Me. Sermon by Rev. Mr. Pomeroy, of Gorham 

1829, May 13, Ordained, Rev. Anet G. Doncay, as Pastor of the Cong. 
Church m Brooks and Damon, Me  permon by Rev. John Smith, D. D 
Prof. in ‘Th. Sem. Bangor 

1829, May 13, Ordained, Rev. Bezus t. Sora, as Pastor of the Cong. 


Chureh in Rye. N. H. Sermon by Kev. Dr Dana, from Rom. i. 16 

1829, May 14, Ordained, Rev. Joun L. Sinuny, as Pastor .of the Cong. 
Church in Stow, Mass. Seimon by Rev. Dr. Lowell, of Boston. 

1829, May 21, Ordained, Rev. Fraycis Wuireriety Emmons, at Provi- 
dence, to take the Pastoral care of the Baptist Church in Eastport, Me. 
Sermon by Rev. Mi. Seaman 

1829, June 17, Ordained, Rev. Eram Smartey, as co-pastor with Rev 
Nathanael Emmons, D. PD. of the Cong. Church m Franklin, Mass. Sermon 
by Rev. Otis Thompson, from Jolm xvi. 12 











































